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EDITORIAL: Net Neutrality
You and your two roommates, Emily and Katie, have been planning an “epic” weekend 
since Monday afternoon. Friday night 
rolls around, and you all decide to 
pool your money to buy a $36 bottle 
of Grey Goose vodka. As you pull up 
to the liquor store, Emily and Katie 
both hand you $3, leaving you to foot 
the rest of the $30 bill. You weigh 
your options – are you better off just 
shutting up and paying so you can all 
get sloshed? Or should you tell them 
they owe you $10 if they want to drink? 
Surprisingly, this question finds itself 
at home in the net neutrality debate.
Net neutrality, according to Lawrence 
Lessig and Robert McChesney of the 
Washington Post, is the idea that all 
Internet Service Providers (ISPs) 
should treat content alike, moving it at 
the same speed over the network. In 
other words, companies like Mediacom 
shouldn’t be able to choose which 
websites (or types of file sharing) have 
access to faster bandwidths, leaving 
companies that aren’t financially 
astute to utilize slower bandwidths.
To consumers of the Internet, net 
neutrality seems like a fundamental 
imperative to the foundations of 
the “information superhighway.” 
Proponents of net neutrality support 
agreements that block ISPs from 
filtering or interrupting content. 
They also say the proposed “tiered 
services” would put new companies at 
a disadvantage by giving preferential 
treatment to established online 
companies that could afford to pay 
fees to ISPs for premium delivery.
Sounds like the concept of net 
neutrality is all about equal access and 
digital freedom, right? Not so fast.
What about companies like Verizon 
who invest millions into advancing 
fiber-optic technologies? Should they 
be expected to share the benefits of 
their research and implementation 
with freeloaders who haven’t 
contributed so much as a dime?
John Thorne, senior vice president 
and deputy general counsel of Verizon, 
accused Google of this freeloading at a 
conference marking the anniversary of 
the Telecommunications Act.“[Google] 
is enjoying a free lunch that should, by 
any rational account, be the lunch of 
the facilities providers,” Thorne said.
So back to Emily and Katie and that 
ever-enticing bottle of Grey Goose. 
In this instance, your role is similar 
to that of Verizon’s, while they are 
acting like Google or Skype. Is the 
greater good of getting drunk more 
important than emptying your wallet? 
Is the advancement of technology 
more important than breaking 
even, much less making a profit?
Not in a capitalistic society.
The real issue here is not net 
neutrality; rather, it focuses on 
rights. Whose are more important? 
If our rights as consumers are more 
important than a business’s rights, 
net neutrality legislation should get 
the green light. But if business’s rights 
in a capitalistic economy are more 
important, net neutrality impedes 
on turning an “honest” profit.
As users of the Internet, net 
neutrality affects us all. Being ignorant 
of an issue of this magnitude, especially 
in an age where information inundates 
us, is inexcusable. For now, we can 
all rest assured our rights are intact, 
but this fight is not over. The Federal 
Communications Commission 
continues to struggle for validity of 
their self-proclaimed jurisdiction over 
the issue of net neutrality. But if their 
argument falls upon deaf ears, we will 
no longer have a watchdog contending 
for our rights, and our Internet 
experience will change dramatically.
Now where is that vodka?
Should the FCC tell Google, 
Verizon what to do with their 
investments in technology?
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